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" N i .Examined was the way in which self-disclosure
" develops, focusing upon the family structure and ccmmunication
- 'system. It vas hypothesized that affectic¢n in ‘the family sould affect,
" the amount of self-disclosure of subjects tc parents and gecgle.
outside the family, and that there wculd be a curvilinear :
relationship between the degree of parental control and . _
_ self-disclosure, with families in which parents and adolescents make
décisions together (democratic) more conducive tc eelf-disclosure
"than familijes in which decisions-are .made by parents alone
(autocratic) or adolescents alone (persissive) . “Sukjects uere .
recruited from two grougs: 13 male and Y4 fesale high schccl students
and 41 college students participated in the study. Suhjects were ’
interviewed individuvally using a modified Jcurard Self-Disclosure
Questionnaire and a likert format questicnnaire. Results revealed
- _'that parental.affection significantly affected telf-disclosure, and
that degree of participation in the fagsily bas an impertart éffect
upon self-disclosure. It was suggested- that self<disclosure be placed
. in 4 developmental framevwork, and that tife structure and child
i rearing practices$ of the family definitely irfluence self-disclosure
by providing a model for interpersonal relationships.’ (Author/Ka)
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_Among 98 hiéh school and college Ss, a hfgh degree
of reported parental affqg{&ﬁn'was associated with.h;gh

self-disclosure, not only to parents but.also to fri?nds

and strangers. Fifsf-borns from democratically controlled

families showed higher self-disclosure than those from

-
e ———

- autocrat}c~or_permissive homes, -but later-borns showed a

reverse pattern, . - //‘
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with others,

Family Affection and Control
~—— . . . ’ K
In Relation to Adolescent Self-Disclosure

_ -

Self;disclosure._or the kinds of personal information one r
. ~

feels comfortable revealing to others, has become a common area’

of study since ;?urard (1958) first introduced the term. ‘However,

.o

- there has been little emphasis on how this self-discélosure developq,

E cau51ng ‘some people to disclose more than others. The fam11y

structure.and communication system would seem a likely origin

'pf self-disclosure, The relationship between parents and

childfen is important in‘establishing roles and ‘social behavidr,

thus affecting the ability of children to iptéqéct appropriately

¢ ? v

' in particular, family affection 'and control were streesed.
Affection towards parents (called parent cathexis) has been
shewn previously to infiuence'Ss' customary level of self-

diselosure (Jourard, 19?1) Do parents act as models and

' encourage a high degree of ease with self-disclesure with

-persons outside the famlly as well, or is it the case that
adolescents dlsclose themselves freely only in closeness of
the affectlohate family without generalization to other rel-.
ationships? Our first hypothe51s,was that affection in the
family will affect the amount of self dlsclosux( of s to
parents and people outq1de the famlly. We also thought

that the pattern of parental control determlneo the derree

of interaction rhildren will have wiih‘theip parents and

o

Elder'“ (106 reey

of parent-iirlezcent

‘Lerdepe.uence were condeneed Lilte ": types. Permissive

homes are characterized by the absencevpf rules and a hiph
N/
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- degree of self-determlnatlon in. de01s1on-making. Demccratic |
and autocrﬁtlc homeq both set rules, but the. former includes
adolescent participation in dec151on-mak1ng, whereas in the
lgtter homes} parents make decisions alone. The Secoﬁd
‘hypothesis was that there will be a curvilinear relationship
between the degree of parentai cdhfrol and self-disclosure,*
with familie®’ in which parents and adolescents make decisions
together (democratic) more conddzive>to self-disclosure than

families in which decisions are made by -parents alone (auto-

=
cratic’) or adolescents alone (permissive). ~
( © Subjects. Ss were recruited from two age gfoups: 13 male

and 44 female hizh school students and bl.éollege gtudents
part1c1patedgin the study. ‘ T

Proce’ure. In 1nd1v1dua1 interviews, Ss were flrst asked
for their class in school. age, and the niumber and ages of any
siblings, in order to determine birth ordef. Ss then aﬁsweréq UP ~
the 20<item scale of the Jourard Self-Disclosure Questionnqire‘jg .
(1971),. w1th some ltems modified to keep the content 1nterest1ng /ﬁ
and relevant to both high school and colle e students., They
rated 1tems on a four-p01nt °ca1e for the extent1¥hat they had * !
dlscloeed each type of 1nformat10n to thelr mother, fathor.
male friend, and female frlend. and to what extent they
~would be wllllng to reveal thls information to a male stranger
aﬁd female stranger.. Ss also znsweréd a seven—item family
questlonnalrc in Likert~format on -affection (1ikin# for parents
and perceived liking from- parnnts) and control (numhnr ‘of ru uler

b
-and amqunt of rartlolpatlag Ss had 'in rule making in the home,)

? {
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J
an




Q

Results and Implicatlons} The study confirmed previous ‘

findings in: the literature that high school students are sig-
niflcantly less. d1$01051ng than ‘college students (Slnha. 1972)

‘Since there were. no 510niflcant differences in e1ther reported

’ &
affection, number of rules, or. degree of partlcipatlon hn rule-~

makln? between hieh school and college Ss. it seems that t JS
age (and be 1mp11cation. developmental stage) that makes the
dlfference.

The flrst hypothe51s. that Ss, hivh on parental affection

'would be more hiphly df§01051ng than Ss lower on’ parental affection,

+

was’conflrmed. Furthermore. parental affectlon not only
51sn1flcantly 1nf1uenced self- disclosure to parents, but to
people outslde the family. Thus Ss who like the1r parents and
who feel that ‘their parents llke them not only confide very
hlvhly in thelr parents. but generalize thlS hlgh level %o

people out51de the family - to friends and strangers of both

'sexes. Th1s also leads one to think that Ss w1th high pargntal

affectlon flnd 1t easier to make frlends and even to become s “

‘friendly at flrst contact w1th strangers. while those from

less af?éctlonate ,homes tend to be more guarded about personal
L r . ] /
1nformatlon. S \ . L

7

The second hypothe31s. that Ss from democratic home 3

g

would be more’ hlphly revealing than autocratlc or L. mlsslve

gs. was not supported when the control var1ab1e was Lu"ldered

'51nelj Ho”ever. when birth order vias 1ncluded as a var:able.

~

thls hypothesls was confirmed for first-borns: those fron 2 (;//
dempbratic homes had high total self—disclosure; those from

1 Results and thelr 1mp110at10n will be prescntoed :; in
order to dlqcuss each hyoothe is in.,its tot: .ity. ' &-
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permissihe and autocratlc homes were significdantly less revealing,

In ‘the case of later-borns. surprlslncly. the reverse effect
I 1

occurred: those from perm1ss1ve and autocratic homés were

more confiding than those from democratic homes.
¥

when affectlon was included with control and birthorder,

another s19n1f1cant interactlon was evident (s:;QE;Bl 1).

A hlvh de?re° of oarental affectioﬁ is associated w1th hlvh

»

-

self-disclosure regardless of family types. The above inter-~

action betweenlcontrol and birth order takes place only among"
, el .2 . ’
Ss relatively lower on parental affection. The interaction

N

‘between control, affection and blrth order came as a surprlse

us. What could have accounted for it? Both”the literature on

b1rth order and our own data suggest that flrst-borns are more

adult-orlented (Warren.‘1966) Thus it may be that a hizh dégree
of adult-orientatlon leads to high self-disclosure for all f1rst~ E
borns in all types of control patterns. When there is less |
clear-cut affection, the degree of contact between parents and
children encouraged in»a democratically-controlled'family may

account. for the fact that chilfiren of such families are more

. IJ hd ' ¢ ‘ ) (3 ) - (3
sel€-disclosing than those from autocratic or permi=sive ones,

& Note that this speculation dependszon the assumption that

\chlldren from permissive families,. for example;—mnke less frequenti

communicatlve contact with their parents than those in democratic,

familles. Why_the hich degree of part+c1patlon wc-assumc in

-

democratic families should affect later~borns in the reverse

’

way we do not know, PerhanT there is something about 1htpract‘0n

in multiple chrld fam:lles that, causes the later born chlld to

's‘ ‘o, . ‘ I

2 Low parental affbction refers tc scoreg below the median in the
present study and should be takc.. to mdan. less afféction rather
‘than no affection, - 7 \N& |
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withdraw into’'a more guarded posture. Whatever explanation
we acceqir it is interesting that for"ﬁoth'first;bofﬁs and _
later-borne. dnsclosure of Ss from perm1551ve and autocratlc
famllLes is nearly equal. It seems then, that it is not so
:much‘the str%ctness or laxness of rules, but the degree of
pafticipation. which is higﬁest in democratic families, that

-

affects self-disclosure. ) |

" Thus self-dlsclosure can be placed in a developmental
:fnenework. This study is an attempt to explain the larze
Inﬁividual differences among people in Self-disc10°ure, despite
thensries hat attribute self-d;sclgsure to the s1tua€30n alone.
. The structure and child rearing practices of 'the famely do

1nf1uence self-disclosure, by providing a model for inter-
\

-personaI\relat1onsh1ps.
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Means and ’iy51s of Variance for Thfee Control
“Patterns by Affection and Birth Order
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: Control: -  Democratic. Autocratic Permissive All
Birth Order: "\FB LB . FB - LB PR 1B .
, 7 4 - ‘ — t —
HieH Affection’ 145.4 135.1 147.5- 133,0  147.0 195.1 140.5
Low Affectién 143.2  95.8' 101.0 127.0 zv98.o~ 128.2  115.%,
)’ N - o
Source Sum of Degrees Mean Squaré " F-Value Sighif—
* - Squares _ Freedom ~ 9 " icance
,Total 85675.42 o977 : A
Between 246143,50 11 2240.31 .
Control (A) ' .~123.85 2 61.92 o1 NS
LS Affection(B)  11348.08 1 11348.08 15.98 0005
"3 Birth Order(C) 396.91 1 396,91 " o1 NS
AxB "~ 170,56 2 85.288 ol NS
AxC 5369.03 . 2 268L,51 3.78 .05
.BxC . 1043262 L 43,62 1.47 NS
AxB:xzC- £191.92 2 3095.70 b.36 .05
Error(within) 61031.92 86 709.67
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